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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 have been working on 3GPP/WLAN radio interworking study to identify solutions to improve 3GPP/WLAN interworking. RAN2 have identified three solution directions which are captured in the attached TR 37.834.
Additionally, RAN#61 plenary have agreed in RP-131403 that since different operators have different deployment scenarios, the study needs to address both deployments with and without ANDSF.
RAN2 have discussed the issue of offload granularity (i.e. UE level, APN level, radio bearer level) for solutions 2 and 3 without ANDSF. RAN2 have agreed that “If ANDSF is not present and only per-UE offloading is supported, there should be means to ensure that the UE does not DETACH (in case of LTE). It is FFS how this could be achieved”.
Question 1) Which of the three levels of offload granularity (i.e. UE level, APN level, radio bearer level) to WLAN can be supported in Rel-12? Is it feasible to avoid UE DETACH (in case of LTE) for per-UE offloading?
RAN#61 have agreed that all WLAN interworking solutions should be testable. As all RAN2 solutions are supposed to interwork with ANDSF RAN2 is seeking input on whether RAN5 test cases can be developed for ANDSF.

Question 2) Do SA2/CT1 specifications include sufficient core requirements to ensure testable UE behaviour?
If not, is it feasible to develop such requirements for ANDSF to ensure testable UE behaviour? When could that be achieved?
When solutions 2 and 3 are deployed with ANDSF they may make the UE deviate from the access priority provided by ANDSF when making access network selection or traffic steering decisions. For example, in solution 2 if ANDSF allows two accesses the RAN rules may indicate for any of the two that the UE shall not route traffic on this access network – even the one for which ANDSF indicated higher priority and in solution 3 when multiple access networks are possible according to the ANDSF policy, the traffic steering commands may make the UE deviate from the order of access network priorities.
NOTE: Solution 2 and 3 may make the UE deviate from the access priority provided by ANDSF, but are not intended to modify ANDSF rules.
Question 3) Is there any issue if the RAN rule/command makes the UE deviate from the access priority provided by ANDSF? In particular, is there any issue if the RAN rule/command makes the UE deviate from ANDSF ISRP?
Question 4) Is there an issue with RAN rule/command affecting access network selection or traffic steering decision in case of roaming (e.g., user in VPLMN configured by Home PLMN with ANDSF)?

2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
RAN2 respectively asks SA2 to provide answers to questions listed above. 
To CT1 group.

ACTION: 
RAN2 respectively asks CT1 to provide answer to question 2 listed above.
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